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Before:   O’SCANNLAIN, BYBEE, and CALLAHAN, Circuit Judges.

In these consolidated appeals, Gomez-Infante appeals from his jury-trial

conviction and 33-month sentence for attempted reentry after deportation, in

violation of 8 U.S.C. § 1326(a), and from the revocation of supervised release.  We

have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm.

Gomez-Infante provides no argument regarding his conviction and sentence

for attempted reentry after deportation and, thus, has waived any challenge to

them.  See United States v. Vought, 69 F.3d 1498, 1501 (9th Cir. 1995).

Gomez-Infante contends that the district court erred when it found that he

violated the conditions of supervised release as alleged in the petition for

revocation of supervised release because the petition alleged that he committed the

offense of reentry after deportation rather than attempted reentry.  We conclude

that the petition provided Gomez-Infante with sufficient notice regarding the

offense that served as the basis for revocation.  See Morrissey v. Brewer, 92 S. Ct.

2593, 2603 (1972); see also United States v. Havier, 155 F.3d 1090, 1092 (9th Cir.

1998).  
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Because we conclude that the district court properly revoked Gomez-

Infante’s supervised release based upon his violation of the condition that he not

commit another federal crime, we need not decide whether the district court erred

in concluding that he violated the special condition of supervised release that he

not reenter the United States illegally.  See United States v. Verduzco, 330 F.3d

1182, 1184 (9th Cir. 2003) (stating that the district court may revoke a term of

supervised release if it finds that the defendant violated a condition of supervised

release). 

AFFIRMED.


